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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Y oung Soon Dorr appeals the district court order and memorandum
opinion granting summary judgment to Ann Brown, Chair of the Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission ("Commission™), and dismissing
Dorr's employment discrimination complaint alleging a hostile work
environment due to her nationa origin. The district court found that
Dorr did not contact an Equal Employment Opportunity ("EEO")
counselor within 45 days of the alleged discriminatory events. See 29
C.F.R. §1614.105 (YEAR). The court aso concluded that Dorr did
not establish a hostile work environment. Finding no reversible error,
we affirm.

Despite not hearing of a supervisor's derogatory comments until
shortly before she first met with an EEO counselor, the record shows
that Dorr believed she had an actionable discrimination complaint as
early as October 1994. Furthermore, the only event that occurred
within the 45-day period prior to meeting with the EEO counselor is
insufficient to establish a continuing violation. See Beall v. Abbott
Lab., 130 F.3d 614, 620 (4th Cir. 1997). Nor can Dorr successfully
assert equitable estoppel as a bar to the Commission's assertion of
untimeliness. Dorr acknowledged that the Executive Director of the
Commission recommended she initiate formal proceedings. She did
not heed this advice. We find that she was not diligent in preserving
her legal rights. See Irwin v. Department of Veterans Affairs, 498 U.S.
89, 96 (1990).

Accordingly, we affirm the district court's order. We dispense with
oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument would not
aid in the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



